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think the State Department has
dropped the ball one more time in not
interpreting, not understanding what
the people of a country want: their
self-determination.

Despite its history of outside inter-
ference, civil wars, and social unrest,
Burundi has emerged as a largely cohe-
sive society, overcoming the ethnic di-
visions that plagued it in the 20th cen-
tury, back at the time when I was first
there.

On April 3, I led a congressional dele-
gation of six Members to Burundi,
where we visited with President
Nkurunziza. President Nkurunziza is in
the middle of his second elected term
in office. We talked to members of the
Parliament, had really intimate rela-
tions with the members of the Par-
liament. We actually prayed together.
We met together, and we got to know
them quite well.

We saw continued growth as a democ-
racy and signs of movement toward a
diversified economy under the leader-
ship of President Nkurunziza. He an-
nounced on April 25 that he would run
for President again and was met by in-
creased protests and criticism from the
international community, primarily
led by us. Our State Department, the
United Nations, and a few other coun-
tries seem to think they know more
about an independent nation than they
know. So they were criticizing him for
running for office again.

Here is the problem: A provision in
their Constitution says that no one can
run for the Presidency of Burundi more
than two times. The problem is that he
was not elected the first time; he was
appointed by Parliament. So essen-
tially, yes, he was elected once, but he
hadn’t been elected again until this re-
cent election. But, again, why would
we even want to get involved in it?

On May 4, Burundi’s Constitutional
Court ruled that President
Nkurunziza’s first term did not count
because he was picked by Parliament
rather than elected by the people. That
was followed by a failed coup, which
took place right after that.

Leading up to the Presidential elec-
tions, the Peace and Security Council
of the African Union urged ‘‘all Burun-
dian stakeholders to respect the deci-
sion of the Constitutional Court, when
delivered.” So now we have the African
Union, we have the courts, and we have
the people in an election talking about
the fact that, yes, he is qualified to run
a third time—all except our govern-
ment, which wants to impose its de-
sires on another country.

On May 29, six of us were in Burundi.
We voiced our support for the decision
of Burundi’s Constitutional Court and
called on the international community
to support the court’s ruling.

President Nkurunziza won his reelec-
tion for President on July 21; he got 69
percent of the vote. Instead of working
with Burundi and its people, the inter-
national community has been denounc-
ing the election and stepped up pres-
sure on the newly elected government
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via sanctions and withdrawal of sup-
port. The United States suspended
military training in July.

That is one of the things we do
around the world that are really work-
ing now—a train-and-equip program,
going to the country and working with
them, helping to train those individ-
uals. Of course, when that happens, we
have the allegiance of those countries.
If we don’t do it, we can be sure that
China or somebody else is going to do
it. It is something that works. We
withdrew that training. We are cre-
ating vacuums that are going to be
filled by people who might be prone to-
ward terrorism.

We suspended the military training.
We announced that Burundi will no
longer benefit from the trade pref-
erences under the African Growth and
Opportunity Act beginning in 2016 and
sanctioned four individuals who have
contributed to the turmoil, including
threats to peace, security actions that
undermine democratic institutions,
and human rights abuses.

I am concerned that the responses by
the United States and the inter-
national community will do more harm
than good in terms of finding a resolu-
tion to the current political crisis.
Young people are going to be denied
jobs. They are not going to have the
economic opportunities to participate.

According to a New York Times arti-
cle written on December 5, the violence
seems to have shifted from what ap-
peared to be government-sponsored to
rebel-sponsored. ‘‘There have been
more assassination attempts, more gre-
nades tossed at government property
and more random shootings all
thought to be the handiwork of the op-

position.”

Yesterday, December 8, nearly 100
Burundian protesters who opposed
President Nkurunziza during the

months of violence in Bujumbura were
released from prison.

We have to continue to support and
stand with the people of Burundi and
their growth as a democratic nation.
The United States and international
community should support and encour-
age a political resolution, not drive di-
vision and further unrest.

While the violence and the loss of life
that has occurred in Burundi can’t be
condoned, the situation could have
been much worse if it were not for the
actions taken by President
Nkurunziza, the opposition forces, and
the people of Burundi.

I have been working to bring all par-
ties together to resolve their dif-
ferences and was encouraged by com-
ments made at Burundi’s National
Prayer Breakfast by President
Nkurunziza and the representatives of
different political parties about look-
ing forward and not looking back.
There was tremendous applause.

These countries on the continent of
Africa meet in small groups on a reg-
ular basis, in the Spirit of Jesus, actu-
ally, and they have the National Pray-
er Breakfast now. Except for the out-
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side interference, peace has been set-
tling in and people are living with the
decision they made—of course, 69 per-
cent of them having voted for this
President.

I echo Uganda’s President
Museveni’s—whom we are very close
to—confidence that a lasting solution
to the conflict in Burundi will be
found. I encourage all sides to meet to-
gether in Kampala or have a meeting
there as soon as possible to begin re-
solving political differences. I consider
President Museveni a friend. I believe
he is the leader who can facilitate ef-
forts to find a lasting solution to the
political situation in Burundi. The way
forward begins first with putting the
elections behind us and acknowledging
that Pierre Nkurunziza is the Presi-
dent of Burundi; second, an immediate
agreement by all sides to work to-
gether to end the violence and to pro-
vide the time needed to resolve dif-
ferences in Kampala, and this also in-
cludes the international community,
which I charge to take positive actions
to help enhance peace versus merely
demanding it through punishment; and
finally, beginning all-inclusive meet-
ings in Kampala under the leadership
of President Museveni from Uganda.

I understand the fears that Burundi
may regress toward ethnic violence,
but I do not agree that it is a likely
outcome of the current situation. We
are going have to work on Burundi and
not isolate it and its people. Only by
working together to maintain stability
and calm can we avoid widespread
bloodshed, and the harshest critics are
predicting that will come true.

I know there are some good people
there, but I have intimate relations
with the leadership in many of the
countries. I see what we are doing that
is wrong. I remember that the same
group of people—the United Nations,
the State Department, and France—got
involved in Cote d’Ivoire when Presi-
dent Gbagbo had won a legitimate elec-
tion. It was rigged by someone who
wasn’t even from Cote d’Ivoire.

I have been making several critical
speeches on our involvement. It seems
like we seem to want to impose our
ideas on other countries when it is not
to their best interest. I want everyone
to be aware that this is a problem that
is real.

—————

PARIS CLIMATE CHANGE
CONFERENCE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I just
found out that supposedly the big
party that is taking place in Paris—it
is interesting. For those people who are
not familiar with this issue, the United
Nations puts on a big party every year.
This is the 21st year that they have
done this. It goes back to the Kyoto
treaty and to the fact that through the
United Nations they have been trying
to develop some type of a thing where
global warming is coming and it is
going to be the end of the world.
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I remember way back when I was
chairing a subcommittee that had ju-
risdiction over this type of an area,
back when this first started. We might
remember when Al Gore came back,
and they had developed this thing
called the Kyoto treaty. They signed it
on behalf of the United States, but
they never submitted it to be con-
firmed by the Senate. Obviously, that
is something that has to happen. They
now are going to go in there to do a cli-
mate agreement. It was a real shocker
on November 11 when the Secretary of
State John Kerry made a public state-
ment that the United States would not
be a part of anything that is binding on
the United States. The President of
France didn’t know that. He went into
shock. He said that the Secretary must
have been confused. They had to rec-
oncile themselves at that time. That
was 2 weeks before people arrived for
the big party in Paris. They decided
that we will put together something
where we can have an understanding of
what we want to do in the future—
nothing binding.

The reason I am mentioning this now
is that this afternoon there is supposed
to be a plan that is going to be un-
veiled that is going to reflect what
they want everybody to do with this. I
want to keep one thing in mind. The
last event I went to was in Copen-
hagen. They are designed to try to get
192 countries to agree that the world is
coming to an end and that we are going
to have to do something about cap and
trade to stop the global warming. This
has been going on for a long time.
There are significant problems that re-
main. The negotiators can’t agree on
whether it is binding or what part of
the agreement might be binding and
still comply with our laws and con-
stitutional restrictions. They can’t
agree on financing.

This morning, in order to entice the
developing countries, Secretary Kerry,
on behalf of the President, announced
that the United States would con-
tribute another $800 million a year to
help developing countries adapt to the
effects of climate change. Let’s keep in
mind that this is in addition to the $3
billion that the President expects Con-
gress to appropriate to this cause.

Yesterday, in Paris, EPA Adminis-
trator Gina McCarthy again misrepre-
sented to the international community
the EPA’s authority and confidence in
the U.S. commitments. The highlight
of her remarks was her claim that ‘‘the
Clean Power Plan will stick and is here
to stay.” When attending international
delegates asked questions about their
legal vulnerability and the possibility
of the future administration changing
anything that is adopted by this ad-
ministration, she reportedly walked
around the question and many in the
audience were upset that she wouldn’t
answer the question. The reason she
wouldn’t is because there is no answer
to it.

I chair the committee called the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
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mittee. We have the jurisdiction over
these things. When the President came
out with the Clean Power Plan, we
said: All right, you are saying that you
are committing the United States to a
28-percent reduction in CO, emissions
by 2025. How are you going to get
there?

They wouldn’t say. No one to this
day has talked about how they are
going to do it. He said: Let’s have a
hearing.

We are the committee of jurisdiction.
I don’t recall any time when a bureauc-
racy that is in a committee’s jurisdic-
tion refused to testify, but they did
refuse to testify. I think we all know
why. We know there is no way of com-
ing up with that type of a commit-
ment. If you have all these costs and
what it is going to cost us, does it ad-
dress climate change? The Clean Power
Plan will have no impact on the envi-
ronment. It would reduce CO, emis-
sions by less than 0.2 percent. It would
reduce the rise of global temperature
by less than one one-hundredth of a de-
gree Fahrenheit, and it would reduce
the sea level rise by the thickness of
two sheets of paper. In fact, the EPA
has testified before the environment
committee that the Clean Power Plan
is more about sending a signal that we
are serious about addressing climate
change than it is about clearing up pol-
lution. The Justice Department re-
quested that the DC Circuit Court of
Appeals not rule on the Clean Power
Plan, the principal domestic policy
which supports our commitments to
the climate conference, until after the
conference concludes.

What they did was they went to the
courts, knowing that the courts were
going to be acting on this power plan
and probably acting against it, and
they didn’t want that to happen before
the party in France. I think it is the
biggest signal to the international
community that the administration
lacks the confidence in their own rules.

Administrator McCarthy also
claimed that the next administration
cannot simply undo the Clean Power
Plan because of the extensive comment
period supporting the rule. The inter-
national community is not fooled by
this either. Congress disagrees. Not
only can Congress withhold funding
from any element of an agreement that
the administration refuses to send to
Congress for approval, but the Congress
has explicitly rejected the Clean Power
Plan in the bipartisan Congressional
Review Act, saying that we do not
agree with this and we want to do away
with this Clean Power Plan before it is
finalized.

That should be the signal to the peo-
ple who are at the party in Paris. I
think that a lot of them do understand
that. Even President Obama is now
conceding that specific targets each
country is setting to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions may not have the force
of treaties. He is hoping that 5 years or
some type of periodic reviews of those
countries would be in the form of a
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binding commitment. But even if that
is the case, that would merely be a re-
view. Although the European Union
and 107 developing countries are hoping
for a legally binding long-term deal
with review mechanisms and billions of
dollars, any truly binding agreement
must be sent to the Senate for ap-
proval.

Back when they first went down on
the Kyoto treaty, we had the Byrd-
Hagel rule. The Byrd-Hagel rule says
that we are not going to ratify any
treaty if it either is bad on our econ-
omy or it doesn’t apply to countries
such as China. So they have to do the
same thing that we are doing. That
passed 95 to 0. That was way back at
the turn of the century.

Everyone knows that he can’t unilat-
erally do these things, even though he
tries. In 1992, when the Senate ap-
proved President H.W. Bush’s agree-
ment to have the United States partici-
pate in the conference of parties—that
is the one that is going on right now,
the 21st one—the process, any emis-
sions, targets or requirements were
going to have to be approved by the
Senate. This is the President who was
in charge at that time, George H.W.
Bush. That was the agreement in 1992,
and that agreement hasn’t changed.
Legally binding agreements must go
before the Senate for consideration,
and there is no way around it.

This is the message I conveyed when
I attended the COP convention in 2009
in Copenhagen, and nothing has
changed since that time. Nothing is
happening over there now. They are
having a good time. I am sure there are
lots to drink and lots to eat, but that
party will be over.

Let me share one experience I had. I
have been very active in Africa for a
number of years. There is an office-
holder in the tiny country in West Af-
rica of Benin. I saw him at the conven-
tion that was in Copenhagen.

I said: What are you doing here? You
don’t believe all this stuff.

He said: No, but they are passing out
hundreds of billions of dollars, and we
want to get some of ours. Besides that,
this is the biggest party of the year.

Enjoy your party over there. Nothing
is going to happen. Nothing binding is
going to take place on this issue.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

———

EVERY STUDENT SUCCEEDS BILL

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to congratulate my
colleagues on passage of the repeal and
replacement of No Child Left Behind,
the Every Child Succeeds Act. In par-
ticular, I want to thank Chairman
ALEXANDER and Ranking Member MUR-
RAY. It is really an example of how
things can work in the Senate when we
put our minds to trying to get to good
policy instead of simply trying to get
to good politics. There is a lot of poli-
tics surrounding early childhood edu-
cation and elementary education.
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